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Chapter IV  
 
A Bridge over Troubled Borders ­ A Deleuzo­Guattarian take on 
Bordering in Transboundary Fishing 
 
 
Ida Emilie Stigaard Bruhn, Benjamin Frimand­Meier, 
 Ulrik Selmer & Louise Kronborg Sørensen 
 
In this chapter we study the processes of bordering in transboundary fishing. We look at                             
transboundary fishing and the bordering processes taking place by applying a constructed                       
analytical framework comprising the concepts of bordering, smooth and striated space and                       
(de/re)territorialisation. This is exemplified by the maritime boundary disputes in India and                       
Pakistan, as well in Somalia. We argue that the Deleuzo­Guattarian framework provides a                         
common language for speaking about social and territorial bordering both by states and                         
fisherfolk. 
KEYWORDS: Transboundary fishing; Bordering; smooth space; striated space,               
(de/re)territorialisation; small­scale fishing 
 
Introduction 
On a global scale maritime boundaries have been seen to pose a challenge to small­scale                             
fishing communities, who depend on fishing as a crucial livelihood. This is especially                         
prevalent in low­income countries or countries with large inequalities where small­scale                     
fishing communities are often characterized by low levels of education, few economic                       
resources and are often geographically and politically isolated (Townsey, 1998 in Allison &                         
Horemans, 2005, p.758). Small­scale fisherfolk have historically ‘followed the fish’ without                     1
regard to national borders. This traditional (nomadic) custom is in many places still practiced,                           
and increasingly so as fish stocks are declining, partly due to overfishing, pollution and                           
1 Hereafter referred to as fisherfolk 
 
2 
 increasing competition. Unequal access to technology and increasing regulations and                   
conservation measures for maritime protection also adds to the difficulties for fisherfolk in                         
securing their livelihoods (Vivekanandan, 2008; Adhuri & Visser, 2007, pp.112­113). This is                       
further complicated by ongoing conflicts of defined and undefined borders and boundaries at                         
sea (Thébaud, 1997, pp.238­239), and various attempts of international agreements, i.a.                     
United Nation’s Convention on Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), has been said to fall short in                               
managing transboundary fishing (Cullis­Suzuki & Pauly, 2010; Russell & Vanderzwaag,                   
2010 in Scholtens, 2015, p.3). 
All in all fisherfolk face challenges in sustaining their livelihood both as foreign vessels                           
exploit their territories, and when they appropriate resources across borders (Gupta &                       
Sharma, 2004, 3010; Glaser et al. 2015) as transboundary movements are often regarded as                           
challenging the sovereign state (see introduction, p.10) leading to criminalisation of their                       
activities (Gupta & Sharma 2004, 3013).  
Building on Deleuzo­Guattarian concepts of smooth and striated space as well as processes of                           
territorialisation, deterritorialisation ​and ​reterritorialisation​, we analyse how the delineation                 
of the state border may influence fisherfolk as well as how maritime bordering processes are                             
challenged and negotiated. This is achieved through exemplifying cases of the border conflict                         
between India and Pakistan and the non­enforced maritime border in Somalia. We round off                           
discussing to what extent the presented theoretical framework can shed light on the processes                           
of bordering in transboundary fishing. 
 
Setting the scene  
In our take on transboundary fishing, we follow Scholtens definition of the phenomena as;                           
“...the activities of fishers appropriating marine resources across boundaries” ​(2015, p.2).                     
Even though transboundary fishing is not restricted to state borders, we focus on these (ibid.).                             
The term ‘transboundary fishing’ has been criticised for taking the state’s perspective, even                         
though it covers a wide range of activities which may be perceived differently by the                             
fisherfolk (Adhuri & Visser 2007, pp.140). Since we focus on the fisher’s interaction with the                             
state border it is meaningful for us to apply ‘transboundary fishing’, keeping in mind that                             
these activities may be perceived differently by local actors. 
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 Fishing across borders to some extend encapsulate other terms such as Illegal, Unregulated                         
and Unreported (IUU) fishing. IUU refers to fishing that hampers to fulfil fisheries                         
management goals such as fishing in foreign territories (i.e. transboundary fishing), fishing                       
which is mis­ or unreported or fishing which is not regulated according to international                           
agreements (Glaser et al. 2015 p.23). Nevertheless, according to Thielen, the three                       
components in IUU is often used indiscriminately and is badly juridically defined (Thielen,                         
2013, pp.537­543, 550). To sum up, the categories of IUU and transboundary fishing overlap,                           
but are different in the sense that transboundary fishing is not necessarily illegal, and IUU                             
covers a broader range of illegal fishing and emphasises the juridical status. We therefore                           
include ​transboundary IUU in the term ‘transboundary fishing’ and only refer to IUU when                           
this is used by our sources.  
 
Research on transboundary fishing has been divided into two main perspectives:                     
“​Transboundary fishing has been problematized either as a poorly managed and controlled                       
fishing practice, or as a traditional practice being disrupted by state driven processes of                           
territorialisation” (Scholtens 2015, p.3). Literature on transboundary fishing can thus be said                       
to emphasise the state’s perspective of management and enforcement on the one hand, and on                             
the other hand take the perspective of the fisherfolk struggling with the state’s regulations and                             
restrictions.   
Much literature on transboundary fishing tend to focus on management of territories and                         
regulation in fisheries. Others, such as Detsis et al. (2012) puts forward solutions to                           
management and enforcement of regulations, and a large body of literature focus on how to                             
combat IUU (Thielen 2013, pp.534­535; Petrossian, 2014, pp.39­40; Pramot et al., 2014,                       
pp.102­103), seeing it as a threat to management and ecological sustainability (White &                         
Costello, 2014 in Scholtens, 2015, p.3),  
Gupta & Sharma (2004) and Adhuri & Visser (2007), who write into the “small­scale                           
fisherman” perspective, analyse how fisherfolk perceive and are influenced by state maritime                       
borders. According to Scholtens, Gupta & Sharma (2008) problematize;​“...the concept of                     
transboundary fishing [...] as a state­biased construct that ‘criminalizes’ an age­old                     
phenomenon of mobile resource exploitation​” (Scholtens 2015, p.3). 
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 We find that the two academic perspectives that Scholtens refer to, tends to implicitly place                             
guilt on or problematize either the fishers or the state in the analysis of transboundary fishing.                               
In this chapter we are not interested in placing guilt on either part, even though we primarily                                 
look at transboundary fishing from the perspective of the fisherfolk. Instead we try to focus                             
on the processes of negotiations in order to improve an understanding of some of the                             
dynamics in the bordering process. While Adhuri & Visser and Gupta & Sharma ​does outline                             
both the incentives of both the state and local authorities as well as the fishers’ motives,                               
neither candidly articulate what the role of the border is in the conflicts; how it is                               
co­produced and negotiated by different state and non­state actors; nor when the border or the                             
state becomes an obstacle or a protection. The co­production of fisheries has in part been                             
analysed by Bear (2012) who applies assemblage theory and the concepts of ​smooth and                           2
striated space as well as ​(de/re) territorialisation in his analysis of a marine protected area                             
(MPA) in Cardigan Bay. Inspired by his theoretical framework, we apply these concepts to                           
transboundary fishing and state maritime boundaries as a way of describing bordering                       
processes, however without engaging further in assemblage theory.  
While (de/re)territorialisation has been applied to border studies, the use in the context of                           
maritime boundaries is ­ aside from Bear ­ limited. Adhuri & Visser (2007) elaborate                           
Vandergeest & Pelusos concept of ‘territorialisation’ on land to the maritime state­driven                       
fisheries governance and border control in Indonesia and Australia (Adhuri & Visser 2007,                         
116), and Scholtens superficially mentions territorialisation, with reference to Adhuri &                     
Visser (2015, p.3). While Adhuri & Visser do not deploy the concept of deterritorialisation,                           
Gupta & Sharma does when they describe how fisherfolk’s mobility between India and                         
Pakistan challenge the state (2004, p.3013), however they only mention this term once                         
without elaboration. To our knowledge no research on transboundary fishing consider how                       
the border is negotiated and contested in the case of transboundary fishing. 
We find it important to employ all three concepts of (de/re) territorialisation as well as                             
smooth and striated space as they provide a framework for speaking of processes of bordering                             
2 Bear puts emphasis on materiality in his study of scallop fishing in Cardigan Bay, and argues that the                                     
complexity of actants and material space is often overseen (Bear, 2012, pp.22­24). In order to counter this, he                                   
engage with a Deleuzo­Guattarian analysis of assemblage theory, referring to that “things come together,                           
socialize, conflict and relate” and it puts “a focus on materiality and multi­dimensionality”. Thus the “scallop                               
fisheries” is co­produced by a complex web of actants (Bear 2012; pp.22­23) 
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 between different actors in very different examples of transboundary fishing, i.e. between                       
India and Pakistan as well as in Somalia. This is done, in order to see if and how these                                     
concepts prove meaningful in analysing the varying bordering processes taking place in the                         
case of transboundary fishing. 
Thus, in this chapter we analyse ​how concepts of smooth and striated space and                           
(de/re)territorialisation can shed light on the negotiations of borders and processes of                       
bordering in the context of transboundary fishing. 
We argue that the Deleuzo­Guattarian framework provides a common language for speaking                       
about social and territorial bordering both by states and fisherfolk, thereby nuancing the way                           
bordering negotiations plays out differently, between different actors and in different contexts                       
of transboundary fishing. 
 
Selection of exemplifying cases 
In this study we examine the conflicts of respectively the Indian­Pakistani maritime boundary                         
as well as the non­enforced Somali maritime border. The common denominator is                       
transboundary fishing conflicts with consequences for fisherfolk, but we have sought                     
dispersion in various ways: First, we cover transboundary fishing in two different locations in                           
the global south ­ not in an attempt to equate conflicts in the global south with one another,                                   
but rather in order to show disparities and nuances of how transboundary fishing conflicts                           
play out.  
Secondly we have in our case selection been inspired by the distinction between ‘fishing in’                             
and ‘fishing out’. These concepts are emphasised by Adhuri & Visser (2007) from fieldwork                           
with Indonesian fisherfolk, who do not perceive their activities as transboundary. We found                         
this applicable in distinguishing between when transboundary fishing is an issue to those                         
seeking foreign territory, as in the case of India and Pakistan, and when it is an issue to those                                     
whose territory is being exploited, which is seen in Somalia.  
Finally we aim at shedding light on transboundary fishing when the state is actively                           
negotiating versus when it is less actively negotiating. Our focus on the role of the state arise                                 
from the observation that the UNCLOS demarcation of the maritime space builds on the idea                             
of the nation state, which is not necessarily compatible with the practical reality in many                             
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 places. Thus we aim at showing how borders are negotiated and contested in different state                             
and governance environments. We mainly focus on the relationship and negotiations between                       
fisherfolks and the state in relation to the process of bordering. 
Drawing on Flyvbjerg we classify our empirical foundation as ​extreme cases​, which:                       
“...reveals more information because they activate more actors and more basic mechanisms                       
in the situation studied” (Flyvbjerg 2006, p.13). By using extreme cases we seek to bring                             
forward some of the diverse characteristics in the spectre of transboundary fishing conflicts,                         
however due to the complexities in the case ​we cannot make an in depth analysis of all the                                   
actors and factors involved. ​In our analysis of the role of the state, we are aware that the state                                     
is not necessarily a unitary actor, but rather an assemblage of local, regional and national                             
actors and interests (see footnote no. 2), but since this assemblage of the state leads to certain                                 
striations affecting the fisherfolk, we still find the category meaningful. As we have not had                             
the opportunity to conduct our own fieldwork, we build on other researchers case studies, and                             
refer to our use as ‘exemplifying cases’ as the depth of them is limited. 
 
Striation of the sea  
The sea appears to be an open unbounded space and accessible to everyone. However, access                             
to­ and rights over the sea, has been discussed for centuries as the sea has always been an                                   
important provider of natural resources and food, and constitute a space for more convenient                           
means of travel and trade routes (Jessen, 2013). In the era of exploration, European colonial                             
interests sparked a struggle over rights to the maritime space. The idea of a state’s rights over                                 
the sea was contested in Hugo Grotius work ‘Mare Liberum’ (1609), where he formulated the                             
principle of the sea as open space, a ‘terra nullius’, accessible for everyone. This idea was                               
contested by John Selden and his work ‘Mare Clausum’ (1635) arguing that the sea could be                               
under the exclusive authority of a state (Jessen, 2013; Vieira, 2003, pp.361­362). The two                           
principles have since formed the basis of discussions on the division of the sea, where the                               
state's sovereign rights over an area for a long time was determined by the range of a cannon,                                   
initially setting it to be three nautical miles (nm) from the coast (Jessen, 2013). 
It can be argued that maritime governance today largely follow the idea of dividing the sea                               
into different spheres. UNCLOS (1982), which constitutes a global agreement on sea borders,                         
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 divides the sea into three zones, whereof only parts of the UNCLOS­articles are relevant to                             
transboundary fishing (Tsamenyi & Hanich, 2012, p.785):  
1. Sovereignty zone: ​Territorial seas​ (12 nm from baseline) (Article 3)  
2. Sovereign rights: ​exclusive economic zones (EEZ) (200 nm from the state’s coast),                       
which grants the given state legal­ and resource exploitation rights (Article 57)  
3. High seas​, which encompass the remaining space of the sea left by the previously                           
mentioned zones (Article 86, 87).  
The territorial seas and EEZ can be categorised as an extension of the mare clausum and the                                 
state’s right over a territory and its resources, whereas the high seas can be categorised as                               
mare liberum and open access. 
Seen in a historical perspective the UNCLOS is relatively new and it’s imposed borders of                             
the sea has frequently been challenged, ultimately resulting in conflicts over territories and                         
borders such as between India and Pakistan and in Somalia. This continuing controversy over                           
maritime boundaries and governance, revolves around the problem that, the sea cannot be                         
fenced or objectified, it is a moving mass of indefinite character, where marine life migrate                             
without regard to borders or boundaries mapped by man (Jessen, 2013).  
 
(Open Democracy, 2013) 
UNCLOS counters the non­governance of the sea by providing a legal framework and code                           
of conduct for settling disputes. The UNCLOS Article 279­281 states that all disputes must                           
be settled by peaceful means through dialogue and negotiation between the disputing parties.                         
When this cannot be achieved UNCLOS has vested competences to four legal institutions or                           
8 
 procedures of which the involved parties can choose to settle disputes (Article 287). Current                           3
conflicts of e.g. transboundary fishing however proves that these procedures are not always                         
sufficient in settling maritime disputes. 
UNCLOS provide guidelines to the demarcation of sea borders as an prolongation of a state’s                             
land territory, following the state’s land borders angle into the sea (UNCLOS 1982, p.56).   
On this principle, UNCLOS can be seen as an attempt to delineate and structure the sea                               
worldwide as an extension of state’s land borders (see map) However, as we elaborate in our                               
analysis the UNCLOS demarcation is far from carved in stone and is contested by disputes                             
several places.  
 
A Deleuzo­Guattarian take on bordering 
In the following we outline our constructed theoretical framework and how the concepts of                           
smooth and striated space and (de/re)territorialisation can shed light on processes of                       
bordering in the case of transboundary fishing. First, by drawing on selected sections from ‘A                             
Thousand Plateaus’ by Deleuze and Guattari (1987), we outline the concepts of ​smooth and                           
striated space​, supplemented by Bear’s (2012) ‘Assembling the sea: Materiality, movement                     
and regulatory practices in the Cardigan bay scallop fishery’, and Lysen and Pisters’ (2012)                           
‘Introduction: The Smooth and the Striated’ (2012). In order to elaborate on the processes of                             
shaping these spaces, we introduce the Deleuzo­Guattarian concepts of (de/re)                   
territorialisation. This will primarily build on secondary sources, namely Woodward & Jones                       
(2005) ‘On the border with Deleuze and Guattari’, who applies the terms on borders and                             
migration, and in part Bear (2012) who applies the terms to maritime governance. We found                             
that this provided a more precise and applicable interpretation of the terms to our analysis.  
 
Smooth and striated space 
Deleuze & Guattari introduces the abstract notions of smooth and striated space as                         
oppositional, but also mutually dependent spaces in the social world. Where the smooth space                           
refers to nomadic forces (primarily inhabited by the nomad), the striated refers to ordering,                           
structuring and sedentariness (primarily related to the state) (Deleuze & Guattari 1987,                       
3 These are; i) The International Tribute for the Law of the Sea; ii) The International Court of Justice; iii) an                                         
arbitral tribunal; and iv) an special arbitral tribunal. 
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 p.474). As further explained by Bear, the smooth space can be understood as ”​eventful, as                             
moving and as immanent​”, and the striated as systematised and organised but also abstract                           
(Bear, 2012, p.25).   
Deleuze & Guattari talk of the presence of smooth and striated space within various spheres,                             
one of them being the maritime. They perceive the sea as the archetype of smooth space due                                 
to its constant movement and changeability, but also one of the first spaces to be striated by                                 
structuring of navigation models, maps, longitudes and latitudes, divided and ordered into                       
quarters and squares;  
“​...the sea is a smooth space par excellence, and yet was the first to encounter the                               
demands of increasingly strict striation. [...] the striation of the sea was a result                           
of navigation on the open water. Maritime space was striated as a function of two                             
astronomical and geographical gains: bearings [...] and the map​...​” ​(ibid., p.479). 
These concepts can to an extent be understood to encapsulate the ideas of ​mare liberum as a                                 
smooth space of open access, and ​mare clausum as a striated and structured space, divided                             
into territories and rights over exploitation, although smooth and striated space must be                         
understood as broader and more abstract notions. 
Even though smooth space and striated space appears to be each other’s opposite, they are                             
also interrelated (ibid., pp.474­475), and coexist in “complex mixed forms”, in which a                         
constant interplay takes place (Lysen & Pisters, 2012, pp.1­2). As of more they constantly                           
engage in a mixture of movements, where the striation process is enforced as well as                             
challenged. The two spaces are constantly produced and contested, and additionally shows                       
how concepts of (de/re)territorialisationis complementary to the notion of smooth and striated                       
space (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p.480) 
 
(De)territorialisation and processes of bordering 
Where smooth and striated refers to space, (de/re)territorialisation refers to the processes of                         
structuring and destructuring these spaces: Where territorialisation relates to how borders and                       
structures are constructed and organised, deterritorialisation refers to how these are contested                       
­ two processes which often takes place simultaneously and in different ways (Woodward &                           
Jones, 2005, pp.239­240). Reterritorialisation refers to spaces which has undergone                   
deterritorialisation but since are being sought restructured (Oxford Reference, 2015). Here it                       
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 is important to note, that the processes are not isolated from one another, and it may often be                                   
a question of perspective and interpretation whether something is territorialisation or                     
reterritorialisation. However we will apply reterritorialisation when we wish to emphasise a                       
response that reverts a smooth space to a previous state of striation.  
 
Woodward & Jones ​apply and elaborate on (de/re)territorialisation in relation to migrants on                         
the Mexican / US­american border. ​Despite the different object of study, we found it relevant                             
to transfer the theoretical concepts to transboundary fishing as it touches upon the same                           
issues of borders, mobility, identity and criminalisation.  
They analyse the movement ‘La Resistencia’ and their campaign ‘Todos somos Ilegales’ [We                         
are all illegals], who opposes the illegalisation of undocumented migrants and the subsequent                         
deprivation of their rights (Woodward & Jones 2005, p.241). Woodward and Jones here                         
points to how the immigrants and social movements are resisting and ​“...disrupting State                         
territorializations of subjectivity”​. They further argue how the categories of “illegal” contra                       
“legal” are produced by the border comes to serve as a “​legitimation for violence”: 
“...‘Todos Somos Ilegales’ flattens or smooths the border by delegitimating                   
exclusivist nationalisms. This border­ disordering phrase is simultaneously               
ordering, encompassing all bodies living within it and offering a new                     
transcendent body, a new ‘We’, that no longer identifies with the State” (ibid.,                         
p.242). 
Hence the border can justify illegalisation and criminalisation, not only to migrants, but also                           
to fishers transgressing the boundaries, as the following exemplifying cases will show. The                         
concepts and application of (de/re)territorialisation thus points to that the border is more than                           
a line that separates, but rather is a force which constantly shape and reshape these categories                               
and sets of meaning, by which a constant ordering and disordering takes place. This is                             
encapsulated in the concept of bordering (ibid., pp.239­240). As of more, they apply the                           
concepts not only to territorial space, but also as something interfering with subjectivity,                         
which we will also incorporate additionally to the territorial perception.  
As could also be said for the smooth and striated space we argue that (de/re)territorialisation                             
should not be perceived in a binary or fixed way; rather the processes are simultaneously                             
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 present, and what is interesting is their relationship and the situations that arise when these                             
processes clashes. Thus they only make sense in relation to each other.  
Deterritorialisation has been criticised for ​“its apparent reference to a borderless world that                         
lacks any sense of spatial distinctiveness or complexity” ​(Ó Tuathail, 2000 in Woodward &                           
Jones 2005, p.240). Yet according to Woodward & Jones, deterritorialisation should not be                         
understood as such:  
“deterritorialization and the heterogenesis it produces are processes that bring                   
forth socio­spatial complexity that was disguised by the functional and                   
categorical divisions of institutionalization. In this use of the concept, then,                     
deterritorialization facilitates new, inventive forms of bordering” (Woodward &                 
Jones, 2005,. p.240).  
Hence, deterritorialisation should not just be seen as a “destruction”, but also as something                           
that bring forward new perspectives and point towards more adequate striations. Thus the                         
interaction and interchangeability is central to the theoretical framework, and (de/re)                     
territorialisation neither entails a hierarchy, as should be clear from the outline of smooth and                             
striated space (Deleuze & Guattari 1987, p.480). Finally, it is worth mentioning that even                           
though it is easy to equate the nomad (or the mobile fisherfolk) with the smooth space and                                 
deterritorialisation, as well as equating striation and territorialisation with the state, these                       
spaces and processes are not restricted to certain actors .  
 
The theoretical framework according to Woodward & Jones also entails a certain                       
epistemological approach to borders, one main distinction being between perceiving borders                     
primarily in a metaphorical sense (as often seen from a social constructionist perspective) or a                             
more material sense. Woodward & Jones interpret that the Deleuzo­Guattarian perspective                     
goes beyond perceiving the border only as a metaphor but also recognise the materiality of                             
borders ­ that is when borders seem to create concrete physical and practical obstacles or                             
opportunities in everyday life, as e.g. seen with the illegalisation of migrants (2005,                         
pp.236­237).  
The argument here, is not against that borders are socially produced, but rather arguing in                             
favour of looking at the way the material space as well as the metaphor of borders are                                 
interlinked; how social space is represented, produced and materialised. Here it is important                         
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 to note that not only does the border materialise around migrants (or fisherfolk) but the                             
materiality also affects the border; this is pointed to by Bear who argues that the materiality                               
of the sea has not been sufficiently considered in academics. He points to that researchers                             
have had a tendency to treat the sea as a “​space of the unknown​”, and thus fail to recognise                                     
the multiplicity of life and activity within it (Bear 2012, p.22). Bear here points to that most                                 
research and politics is preoccupied with fish stocks from an economical and political                         
perspective, not acknowledging the complexity of actors and the concrete socionatural space                       
(ibid pp.22­24). While we will not go into depth with this aspect, we find it important in                                 
understanding how border drawing must be understood differently in a maritime context.  
To sum up, we apply the concepts of smooth and striated to refer to the space of the fisheries                                     
whereas (de/re)territorialisation refers to the processes by which these spaces are formed.  
 
Fishing on the boundary  
In the following, we analyse the conflict of the maritime boundary between India and                           
Pakistan and the non­enforced border in Somalia , and the analysis will be divided into two                             4
sub analyses of these.  
In the first exemplifying case of the maritime boundary between India and Pakistan our main                             
empirical source is Gupta & Sharmas article ‘Blurred Borders: Coastal Conflicts between                       
India and Pakistan’ ​based on their years long fieldwork in the region with interviews with                             
fisherfolk and officials. The study outlines the historical roots of the conflict and supplement                           
it with interviews with the affected fisherfolk. As the article dates back to 2004 we will                               
supplement with recent newspaper articles.  
Gupta & Sharma take a structure­critical perspective, by criticising how the state                       
compromises the rights of fisherfolk, whereby they indirectly advocate for a emancipation of                         
the fisherfolk from the repressing structures and fisheries regulation. In our analysis we try to                             
broaden out this discussion by articulating ​how the different actors and their actions can be                             
perceived and seen as influencing the border.  
4 Our understanding of the terms ‘border’ and ‘boundary’ is based on the Introduction (p.3). We primarily use                                   
boundaries and only speak of borders when we emphasise that we deal with the outer edge of the maritime                                     
space.  
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 In our outline of the situation in Somalia, we primarily employ various articles revolving                           
around the issue of transboundary fishing in Somalia and its socio­economic consequences                       
for Somalia and its fisherfolk. Glaser et al. (2015) ‘Securing Somali Fisheries’ ­ a report of                               
the NGO Secure Fisheries ­ focus on the socio­economic consequences of transboundary                       
fishing in Somalia and provides recommendations for the sustainable development of Somali                       
fisheries. Glaser et al. take a human development perspective, by highlighting the importance                         
of fisherfolk’s agency in the development of Somali fisheries and stress the importance of                           
government authorities and international community’s role in combating transboundary                 
fishing.. Articles by Weldemichael (2012) and Sumaila & Bawumia (2014) focus on the link                           
between transboundary fishing and piracy as an initial response by local fisherfolk and is                           
applied to the analysis of the fisherfolks attempts of reterritorialisation.  
 
Struggles over the boundary between India and Pakistan 
“I do not know what borders and boundaries mean. I will go and fish wherever I                               
can. It has been my customary right. How can I now allow the State to determine                               
and change a right that I have always had? […] Water and air have their own free                                 
will. How do we know that this is Pakistan’s water or India’s?” (Shamji,                         
Fisherman from Diu, India in Gupta & Sharma 2004, p.3013)  
The maritime boundary between the provinces of Gujarat in India and Sindh in Pakistan                           
remains unsettled, and local fisherfolk from both sides are often caught and arrested for                           
crossing these borders and fishing in “foreign”, yet territorially undefined waters                     
(Vivekanandan, 2008; Gupta & Sharma, 2004, p.3005). This have resulted in arrests and                         
imprisonment of fisherfolk, as well as confiscation of their vessels, with serious financial                         
consequences for them and their families (Vivekanandan, 2008).  
In recent articles, fishing authorities estimates that around 800 Indian boats have been                         
confiscated by Pakistan during the last decade (Express, 2015b; The New Indian Express                         
2015a). In the picture on next page, 57 Indian fishing trawlers are being tugged and escorted                               
to the maritime boundary by the Pakistan Marine Security Agency (PMSA), after being                         
handed back to India, as a “gesture of goodwill” (Express, 2015a). Many conciliatory                         
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 measures has taken since the 1990’s, but they have not been lasting as the level of tension                                 
between the two states oscillate (Gupta & Sharma, 2004, p.3010). 
 
(Express, 2015a) 
 
There are various factors at play in the conflict, as problems in the region stems from both                                 
environmental, systemic and governance structures; scarcity of resources, partly due to                     
pollution in the delta region; economic inequality in the coastal areas; and capitalism and                           
commercialisation, has had negative influence on the socioeconomic conditions in the area,                       
e.g that women have become increasingly increasingly excluded from the profession (ibid.                       
pp.3006­3007).  
The border setting issues however remains pivotal to the conflict, which must be seen in light                               
of the historical rivalry and antagonism between India and Pakistan. It was not until the                             
independence and following violent partition of British India in 1947, that the colony was                           
divided into India and Pakistan (Cohen 2004, p.6). Gupta & Sharma outline how this division                             
has had effect on the fisheries:  
“India and Pakistan have inherited artificial boundaries, fragile national unities,                   
brittle political systems and distorted economies. In such a scenario, one of the                         
ways to claim legitimacy for their respective countries is by insisting on fixed                         
mappings and firm boundaries” ​(ibid., p.3008). 
As of more the UNCLOS demarcation of maritime boundaries has not been implemented, in                           
part due to a continuing disagreement on the Sir Creek. The Sir Creek, is an important area                                 
for fishing, that was accessible for fisherfolk of both sides of the creek until around 1954,                               
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 where it became a state interest and both countries claimed the territory. This dispute is part                               
of the reason why there is not a clear demarcation of their EEZs in the open sea. Where                                   
India’s main interest is on settling the maritime boundary, Pakistan has refused to agree upon                             
it before the border of the Sir Creek has been settled. This however proves difficult as the                                 
countries do not agree upon the methods and cartography for dividing the creek (ibid.,                           
pp.3009­3010). 
 
The green line is Pakistan’s claim of the creek and the red one India’s (India Today, 2012) 
 
Building on the Deleuzo­Guattarian notions of space, the fisheries between Pakistan and                       
India can be argued to have become a more striated space after the independence took place.                               
This striation also meant a structuring of national identities and belongings in relation to the                             
newly emerged nation states, where the borders constituted the territorialisation and outer                       
limits of the nation’s sovereign territories, which also affected the maritime space. As seen in                             
the above quote and as argued in the introduction (pp.10), the demarcation and enforcement                           
of the borders is central for the legitimisation of the the two nation states, as a positioning in                                   
relation to the ‘other’. The delineation is problematic as it can be seen as an imposition from                                 
above, and in the case of the maritime boundaries, without regards to the heterogeneity and                             
practices of the fisherfolk in the area. Thus, the previously smooth space of the sea, where                               
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 fisherfolk fished freely as equal subjects under british rule, became striated into new political                           
and national identities. 
 
Territorialisation and Criminalisation 
In the conflict over maritime space, Gupta & Sharma argue that India and Pakistan “​... appear                               
to have ignored two major questions involved – the fishfolk’s right to resources and                           
livelihood and the incompatibility of their national laws with regard to the seas and internal                             
laws and conventions” (Gupta & Sharma, 2004, p.3014). ​It could be argued that enforcing the                             
border is a manifestation of the states’ territorialisation in the region; in the regions of Sindh                               
and Gujarat the arrests of fisherfolk becomes a way for the states to demonstrate sovereignty                             
and power. The question of sovereignty is linked to control of borders (See Introduction,                           
p.10) and the transgression of maritime boundaries by fisherfolk can be considered a                         
deterritorialisation of the borders and subsequently the state’s sovereignty. Thus, their                     
maritime mobility is perceived as threatening and deterritorialising to the state’s                     
territorialisation, and the arrest and prosecution of fisherfolk must be seen in this light. As put                               
by Adhuri & Visser ; “​... mobility or migration is [often] seen as a ‘rupture’ in the normal                                 5
order of society as a result of the – Western ­ normative identification of civil society and                                 
sedentarization” ​(2007, p.120). 
As a counterstroke to the deterritorialising practices of the fisherfolks, the territorialising                       
practices of both states, can be seen as an attempt to conform the ​smoothness of the mobility                                 
of the fisherfolk to match their perceived borders. This practice plays out through arrests of                             
the fisherfolk: 
“Both countries consider it their right to intervene in the everyday life of the                           
coastal fisherfolk, their employment and their bodies, thus repackaging notions of                     
sovereignty and security [...] These fisherfolk become deviants and suspects in the                       
eyes of India and Pakistan, as they are indifferent to established identities and                         
stated boundaries” ​(Gupta & Sharma 2004, pp.3009­3010) 
In this way we see that both states come to categorise and criminalise the fisherfolk whereby                               
their appropriation of marine resources spatially outside of their nation state territory, is                         
deemed illegal. This criminalisation occurs in the case of fishing out, where the fisherfolk                           
5 This is argued in relation to their case study on transboundary fishing in Indonesia and Australia. 
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 move outside their national territory into foreign water. However, according to Gupta and                         
Sharma, the fisherfolk does not perceive their movement as going “out”: ​T​o them the border                             
seem rather irrational and incomprehensible, especially as access to the sea is a necessity for                             
their livelihood (ibid., pp.3008­3010). As of more, the delineation of what is “in” and what is                               
“out” is not drawn, why the fisherfolk have no possibility of navigating this border. Thus the                               
enforcement of the border (which materialise in the arrests) becomes even more arbitrary                         
especially as it compromises the rights of the fisherfolk. 
Lastly, the focus on the contradictory practices of the states and the fisherfolk should not                             
cover for the fact that the conflict also stems from the territorialising practices of India and                               
Pakistan clashing and deterritorialising one another. As these borders do not seem compatible                         
with the way of life in the region, and is perceived differently by the fisherfolk, they are                                 
constantly negotiated and renegotiated both by the states and by the fisherfolk.  
Borders and othering  
In the process of bordering ​between India and Pakistan, two ongoing processes seems                         
present; the geographic and spatial bordering process as the demarcation of the maritime                         
boundaries, happens at the same time as a social bordering is taking place. The social                             
bordering can to a large extent be said to be influenced by the border delineation, as the                                 
delineation proves symbolic to social understandings. 
The partition of India and Pakistan created a categorisation, dividing it into two separate                           
nation states and thus two different national identities, of two ‘imagined communities’ (See                         
Introduction, p.13). These identities are informed by their relation to the ‘other’, the rivalry                           
and at times hostility (Cohen 2004, pp.45), which can be considered a social bordering                           
process, where e.g. Indian nationalism is strengthened by being in opposition to the ‘other’                           
i.e. Pakistan (See Introduction, p.15). The fisherfolk from both sides are caught in a                           
intra­state power conflict over questions of sovereignty, legitimacy and national identity. The                       
nation borders are superimposed and thus may not reflect societal ordering in the region,                           
where fisherfolk might not identify with their respective national identity, as they can have                           
family or marital ties on the other side of the border (Gupta & Sharma 2004,, p.3013).                               
According to Gupta & Sharma it is argued that: ​“The very notion of citizenship is                             
problematic for them as both their national identity and their spatial limits in terms of                             
political boundaries, are marked by fuzziness and fluidity” ​(2004, p.3013). The smoothness                       
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 of the sea and livelihoods defining fisherfolk’s identities, can be said to be challenged by the                               
striation of the state and national identities. In return this can be deterritorialising to the                             
state’s attempt to striate. 
The conflict over the maritime boundary, functions as a showcase of the long standing power                             
conflict between India and Pakistan, where the fisherfolk are caught in the middle. In the                             
negotiation over the territorialisation of the border and national identity, the fisherfolk are                         
marginalised. Instead their actions can be considered as their voice, where the practice of                           
transboundary fishing challenges the state’s territorialisation by functioning as                 
deterritorialising to both the spatial, material and metaphorical borders, as their actions blur                         
the lines of the border and what is considered internal and external. 
 
This perspective points to the importance in perceiving the border as dynamic and becoming;                           
the border is not only a dividing line separating two different entities, but rather producing                             
understandings and structures on which i.e. the Indian and Pakistani securitisation builds. The                         
situation of borders in India and Pakistan points to that not just the borders becomes                             
problematic to local fisherfolk, but rather it is the bordering processes​, ​as they are caught in                               
between the state­driven negotiation of this border. This is further complicated by various                         
striations being present at the time. Thereby the border materialise in the criminalisation and                           
arrest of the fishermen ­ they are not only criminalised when “fishing out”, but the boundary                               
of what is “in” and what is “out” is also blurred, and perceived differently by the various                                 
actors. The fisherfolk thus has to navigate a space of multiple striations, which are neither                             
clear nor in accordance with the smooth movement of the fishers. 
 
Transboundary fishing on the non­enforced border of Somalia 
Though constituting a relatively small part of the Somali economy, which was mainly                         
engaged in pastoral farming and nomadic livestock herding, small­scale subsistence maritime                     
fishing were abundant prior to the outbreak of civil war in 1991 (Glaser et al. 2015, pp.9­10).                                 
The ousting of the Siad Barre regime and subsequent civil war led to a complete breakdown                               
of state institutions, including the dissolution of the navy and coast guard in charge of                             
ensuring and asserting Somalia’s maritime sovereignty. Several UN­instigated reconciliation                 
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 processes and transitional governments throughout the 90’s and 00’s failed due to tribal                         
favoritism and the inability of creating an national unity by the ruling tribes (Sumaila &                             
Bawumia, 2014,p.156). Today Somalia is characterised as a fragile state, ranking top­ten in                         
the Fragile State Index (FSI) since its introduction in 2005. A fragile state is defined by: 
“The loss of physical control of its territory or a monopoly on the legitimate use                             
of force; The erosion of legitimate authority to make collective decisions; [...] The                         
inability to interact with other states as a full member of the international                         
community” ​(Fund for Peace, 2015).  
Borders are often seen in relation to the state constituting the outer limits of state sovereign                               
territory (See Introduction, p.9), and as aforementioned UNCLOS also builds on this model.                         
However when ​the Somali state has “failed” to exercise control and lacks legitimacy, one can                             
raise the question of how this gap is filled, and how it affects the maritime socionatural space. 
 
Transboundary fishing as root cause of piracy 
Several scholars (Sumaila & Bawumia, 2014; Weldemichael, 2012; Glaser et al., 2015) have                         
identified foreign transboundary fishing as a root cause to the surge of piracy in the Gulf of                                 
Aden and Indian Ocean off the coast of Somalia. The institutional breakdown of Somalia                           6
and resulting lacking maritime management has arguably left Somalia’s waters open access                       
for foreign industrialised fishing vessels to extract the rich fishery resources and by doing so                             
local fisherfolk have effectively been outcompeted. 
The Secure Fisheries report finds that foreign transboundary fishing increased rapidly after                       7
the government breakdown in 1991, but reportedly decreased during the peak period of                         
piracy attacks (2009­2012). However, in 2013 foreign fishing vessels extracted more than                       
three times the amount of fisheries resources than the local Somali fisherfolk (Glaser et al.,                             
2015, p.xiv). In some cases, foreign vessels trawled less than 2 miles of the coast, destroying                               
the local fisherfolks gear, leaving them without means of sustaining their livelihood. Other                         
accounts of conflicts between the local artisanal fisherfolk and the foreign vessels speak of                           
deliberate sabotage by ramming artisanal boats (Weldemichael 2012, p.118). With no means                       
of addressing this, due to the absence of ecosystem justice, the coastal communities started                           
6 Other root causes identified includes the transboundary movement and illegal dumping of hazardous waste off                               
the coast of Somalia (Sumaila & Bawumia, 2014; Weldemichael, 2012). 
7 A program of the privately funded, non­profit organisation One Earth Future Foundation (OEF) 
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 organising themselves in vigilante “coast guard” groups during the mid 1990’s, targeting                       
foreign transboundary fishing vessels, that were boarded and held for ransom as                       
compensation for ecological and economical deprivations (Weldemichael 2012, p.118­122). 
 
The lack of enforcement of the border ­ which made the space predominantly smooth ­ led to                                 
lack of security for the fisherfolk in sustaining their livelihood. In the absence of a                             
functioning state enforcing the border, and thereby upholding the striation of national borders                         
and UNCLOS borders, the fisherfolk resorted to vigilantism. One can here argue that the                           
deterritorialisation in the first place happened as the state was not capable of enforcing its                             
national borders or the UNCLOS. In addition the intruding foreign vessels “fishing in”                         
constitutes a deterritorialisation of Somali territorial waters. Hence, the fisherfolk’s actions                     
can be understood as an attempt to reterritorialise the space which they perceive as belonging                             
to them. 
The reterritorialisation of the fisherfolk soon expanded and in some cases ­ in the absence of                               
a central state fishery management ­ local community leaders and warlords issued fishing                         
licenses to foreign vessels and offered protection against local fisherfolk, which further                       
escalated the conflict. The prospects of high earnings from ransoms attracted impoverished                       
non­fisherfolk and local warlords, targeting freighters, tankers and yachts for maximised                     
profit, also hijacking ships far from the Somali territorial waters and EEZ. What started as a                               
reactive response from local fisherfolk to transboundary fishing, developed into a                     
multimillion dollar business of organised crime (Weldemichael 2012, p.118­122). Even                   
though very few fisherfolk act as vigilante coast­guards today, Bueger (2013) points to that                           
the “coast guard narrative” is still maintained as justification by pirates and represents the                           
public sentiment in Somalia (pp.1823­1824).  
The increase in Piracy attacks in 2008 attracted international attention and combined naval                         
response i.a. from EU and NATO, and Glaser et al. (2015) argues that this response “​...                               
effectively curtailed the hijackings of commercial vessels [by mid­2013 ed.]. However, it did                         
not address the role that illegal fishing has played in promoting piracy” Glaser et al. warn                               
that the IUU fishing­piracy cycle risk reemerging, as the foreign fishing has increased since                           
2011 (2015, p.15).  
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 The construction of ‘enemies’; pirates and intruders 
In the absence of a state protecting the citizens and the natural resources, the Somali                             
fisherfolk have been left to address their problems themselves when their livelihoods were                         
threatened by others. In their proclamation of themselves as coast guards, the fisherfolk                         
constructed their identity in opposition to the ‘enemy’, the foreign fishing vessels, thereby                         
legitimising their use of violence in the attempt to reterritorialise the fisheries. It can be                             
argued that where the fisherfolk attempted to reterritorialise the fisheries to what previously                         
was accrued to them, the warlords adopted the narrative of the fisherfolk in a                           
reterritorialisation of the maritime space to meet their own ends. This reterritorialisation                       
functions through the image of the “other” where they ‘protect’ the rights over the sea against                               
‘foreign enemies’. Figuratively speaking, this can almost be seen as a social territorialisation                         
of the coastal fisherfolk’s narrative and attempt at reterritorialising the sea.  
The complexity of identities in the conflict over the maritime space, is exemplified through                           
the different categorisations such as ​corporate terrorism (referring to fish piracy and IUU by                           
foreign vessels), ​defensive piracy (referring to the coast guard narrative) and ​offensive piracy                         
(referring to the warlords looking for profit). These categorisations and perspectives on on                         8
identities, can lead to questions of sovereignty in the bordering process (See Introduction,                         
pp.10) and the question of who bears the right to uphold a state’s sovereignty and thus                               
reterritorialise the sea. This becomes not only a question of right, but also of power (ibid.                               
p.12)  
 
Setting sails for a new beginning?  
In august 2012, after 20 years of political turmoil, the Federal Government of Somalia (FGS)                             
was established, providing Somalia with a formally recognised government and international                     
representation for the first time since 1991. Since then, several legislative initiatives have                         
been effectuated. Although Somalia signed UNCLOS in 1982 and ratified the convention in                         
1989, Somalia claimed a territorial sea of 200 nm of the coast, thus exceeding the UNCLOS                               
max. limit of 12 nm (Neumann & Salomon, 2012). When the FGS was established, they                             
declared its territorial sea and EEZ according to the UNCLOS definition in June 2014 (see                             
map) (Glaser et al., 2015, p.6). This was an important step in gaining a legitimate claim to its                                   
sovereign maritime territory that is internationally recognised. Somalia thus strengthened “​...                     
8 Terms applied by Weldemichael (2012) 
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 its legal foundation for fisheries management, especially with respect to foreign vessels in                         
Somali waters”​ (Glaser et al. 2015, p.xiii).  
 
The FGS, in coordination with authorities in Somaliland, passed the Somali Fisheries Law in                           
november 2014, i.a. banning bottom trawling and increasing reporting requirements, as well                       
as invalidating “... ​all fishing licenses issued between January 1991 and the ratification of the                             
Somali Fisheries Law, regardless of who issued them...”​, all to combat transboundary fishing                         
(ibid., pp.5­6). Despite these recent improvements of Somalia’s legislative power, the Somali                       
authorities (FGS, Somaliland and Puntland) have still very limited capacity for enforcement.                       
In addition, the question of fishery licenses is still unresolved as the different authorities have                             
not been able to agree on a shared solution for licensing revenue. Therefore, licenses are still                               
being issued by different authorities autonomously (ibid., p.15). The state and state interests                         
are therefore not homogeneous, resulting in uncoordinated multiple striation attempts. 
 
(Glaser et al. 2015, p.6) 
By demarcating their claim of maritime sovereignty in line with UNCLOS, the FGS attempts                           
to reterritorialise the smooth space left by two decades of borderlessness and the resulting                           
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 exploitation by foreign transboundary fishing. However, without having enforcement                 
capabilities the process of and effect of reterritorialisation is questionable. 
This leads to the question of, when you can talk of a (re)territorialisation; the FGS seems to                                 
be negotiating the border, whereby the maritime space ­ at least on paper ­ seems striated.                               
However, as the border is not enforced, a reterritorialisation does not seem to happen or                             
materialise. Does this then make the sea surrounding Somalia borderless? In the sense of                           
sovereignty provided by UNCLOS, the borders have not been asserted, and Somalia’s                       
surrounding sea has practically proven borderless.  
 
 
When the striation of borders on maps and in conventions is not being upheld by the                               
government, the sea in reality seem to once more become smooth and borderless. However,                           
this smoothness seems to arouse new forms of striations of the sea, i.a. piracy rerouting and                               
reforming shipping in the area or anarchical authorities, such as foreign navies and armed                           
guards. By such the Somali government, in its previous attempt of territorialising more than                           
their 12 nm provided by UNCLOS, has created a deterritorialisation of their own sovereign                           
borders. Without any enforcement of the law this have made it possible for foreign vessels                             
and pirates to exploit natural resources and gain control over what should be Somali (and the                               
local fisherfolk’s) sovereignty zones.  
It thus seems that various striations are present at once, but there is a divergence in the                                 
different actors power to enforce a reterritorialisation of the maritime space. Here the                         
fisherfolk and their ‘mission of reterritorialisation’ have failed to compete (or has been                         
overruled) by stronger actors such as the warlords as well as the foreign fishing vessels and                               
navies.  
Perspectives, agency and power 
In both of the exemplifying cases the conflicts of bordering have wide implications for                           
fisherfolk, but dynamics of the conflicts and the role of the states are widely different, and so                                 
are the responses of the fisherfolk. 
In India and Pakistan the boundary evidently becomes an obstacle to the fisherfolk’s mobility                           
and resource appropriation. The states’ practices of territorialisation ­ through a process of                         
othering and securitization ­ come to be deterritorialising on one another, and the fisherfolk                           
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 are caught in the middle of this struggle. Hence, the fisherfolk have to navigate a space of                                 
multiple striations, which are neither clear nor in accordance with the smooth movement and                           
perceptions of the fisherfolk. The fisherfolk politically have little voice, but instead                       
deterritorialise territorial and social borders through their actions of transboundary                   
movement.  
In Somalia the lack of enforcement is problematic, as the absence of a negotiating state lead                               
fisherfolk to attempt to reterritorialise the maritime space, which was smoothened due to the                           
fragility of the state and the transboundary fishing by foreign vessels. By hijacking and                           
holding up foreign vessels for ransom, fisherfolk through a ‘ substitute coast guard’ narrative                           
strive to reterritorialise the maritime space by enforcing the border. However, this narrative                         
was taken over by stronger actors i.e the warlords, leading to various striations, informed by                             
the power relations between the actors. This clash of striations is still present even after FGS                               
has attempted to reterritorialise their maritime boundaries, since the capabilities of enforcing                       
them remain limited and foreign fishing vessels continue to transgress Somalia’s borders. 
 
Looking at the two exemplifying cases we see that it is not necessarily the border and the                                 
striation of the maritime space nor the deterritorialising practices of the fishers, which is core                             
to conflicts of transboundary fishing. Rather the enforcement of the maritime boundary can                         
constitute an obstacle, but the lack of a border can also lead to a loss of protection.                                 
Essentially this speaks into the balance of the state’s social contract with its citizens in the                               
trade off between liberty and security. Through our analysis we see that the binary                           
perspectives on transboundary fishing presented by Scholtens as either ​“a poorly managed                       
and controlled fishing practice” or ​“a traditional practice being disrupted by state driven                         
processes of territorialisation” are too categorical and thus unable to encompass the dynamic                         
processes in transboundary fishing. These dynamics can however be brought forward through                       
our constructed theoretical framework, which enables a discussion of the various and                       
simultaneous ​processes of bordering, showing how the border is never fixed but constantly                         
negotiated by various actors and at different levels. 
The concepts of (de/re) territorialisation can be criticised for being too broad and descriptive                           
to analyse the details of the dynamics of transboundary fishing, or for providing nothing more                             
than a new vocabulary covering words such as; claim/assert (territorialise), contest/challenge                     
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 (deterritorialise) and reclaim/reassert (reterritorialise). However, we argue that semantics                 
matter, and the concepts are not meant as a solitary replacement of existing ways of phrasing                               
the bordering processes, but their utility is in the mutual interplay and inherent                         
interconnectedness ­ e.g. in ‘contest’ there is only a deterritorialising force, neglecting the                         
process of reterritorialisation. As of more, it can be difficult to distinguish between the                           
concepts of (de/re)territorialisation, as they constantly inform and influence each other in                       
reciprocity, just as Deleuze & Guattari argues for the smooth and striated space. We argue                             
that the concepts enable a discussion of the process of bordering and the negotiations of                             
boundaries. The concepts operates at different spheres, encompassing both territorial and                     
social bordering processes that are often complementary.  
The terms not only encompass different spheres, but also perspectives, as territorialisation by                         
one actor can be deterritorialising to another ­ this was e.g. seen in the case of India and                                   
Pakistan. Hence, one action can be simultaneously perceived in different ways ­ it all depends                             
on which side of the river you are standing on. 
Going back to the division of fishing in and fishing out, the same can be said as these terms                                     
emphasise how analysing transboundary fishing becomes a question of perspective. As                     
another example, the Pakistani government may see the Indian fisherfolk as fishing in which                           
is equated with illegal fishing. However to the fisherfolk it may not even be perceived as                               
‘fishing out’ but maybe only as ‘fishing’, as they do not recognize the border. The                             
categorisation of transboundary fishing as either legitimate or illegal is thus determined by                         
the perspective. 
 
Throughout the chapter, we have mainly addressed the power relations between the state and                           
fisherfolk in the bordering process and have limited ourselves from addressing the power                         
relations that exist in the interplay between industrial fishing corporations, the state and the                           
artisanal fisherfolks and civil society organisations. An inclusion of these actors and their                         
perspectives would possibly have shown other aspects and nuances of transboundary fishing                       
e.g. inclusion of industrial fishing corporations could shed light on issues of politically                         
structured arenas. 
In the analysis, we have seen that while the concepts do outline how different actors                             
participate in the bordering process, they do not provide a tool for analysing the level of                               
power and influence of the different actors and their ability to participate in the negotiations                             
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 of maritime borders. However we still find that the concepts provides a common language for                             
speaking about negotiations of borders both by state and non­state actors, thus                       
acknowledging the agency of the fisherfolk in negotiating the borders.  
 
Conclusion 
Where the issues for fisherfolk in India and Pakistan seems to arise from the territorialising                             
practices and enforcement of boundaries leading to criminalisation of their activities, the                       
Somali fishermen experience issues in protecting the fisheries as the border is not existing. In                             
India and Pakistan the fisherfolk respond to this territorialisation by opposing this striation,                         
whereas the Somali fisherfolk respond to the lack of an enforced border by an attempt of                               
reterritorialisation. In Somalia, the various attempts to reterritorialise the fisheries has lead to                         
multiple and conflicting striations.  
By applying the concepts of smooth and striated space and (de/re)territorialisation to these                         
exemplifying cases, we argue that they are useful in articulating bordering processes and                         
negotiations of borders by providing a common language for speaking about how both the                           
state and fisherfolk negotiate the borders. Furthermore it sheds light on the various                         
simultaneous ​processes of bordering, showing how the border is never fixed but constantly                         
negotiated. The concepts allows for a discussion of the fisherfolk’s ability to deterritorialise                         
as well as reterritorialise the maritime space through their practice, thus acknowledging their                         
agency and ability to contest and negotiate the border. At the same time it opens up for a                                   
discussion of divergence in power relations, especially in relation to political power and                         
influence. Additionally we find that the concepts are beneficial in providing a common                         
framework for speaking about different situations and negotiations of borders, both in a                         
material and metaphorical sense, as well as in different spheres of territorial and social                           
bordering processes, where the concepts proves useful describing how and by whom the                         
border is negotiated. Thereby we can nuance what is at stake and how this negotiation plays                               
out between different actors in different contexts. 
 
   
27 
 Bibliography 
ADHURI, D., VISSER, L. (2007) Fishing In, Fishing Out: Transboundary Issues and the 
Territorialization of Blue Space. ​Transboundary Environmental Issues in Southeast Asia 
[Online]. Asia­Pacific Forum 36. p 112­145. Available from: ​http://www.researchgate.net/ 
[Accessed 20th of November 2015] 
ALLISON, E.H. & HOREMANS, B. (2006) Putting the principles of the sustainable 
Livelihoods Approach into fisheries development policy and practice. ​Marine Policy 
[Online]. Science Direct. 30(2006) pp. 757­766. Available from: sciencedirect.com 
[Accessed 15th October 2015]  
ASIA MARITIME TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVE (AMTI) (2015) Arbitration 101: 
Philippines v. China. ​Asia Maritime Transparency Initiative​ [Online]. 21st of January. 
Available from: ​ http://amti.csis.org/arbitration­101­philippines­v­china/​ [Accessed 10th of 
December 2015] 
BEAR, C. (2012) Assembling the sea: materiality, movement and regulatory practices in the 
Cardigan Bay scallop Fishery. ​Cultural geographers​. [Online]. Sage Publications. 20 (1). pp. 
21­41. Available from: cgj.sagepub.com [Accessed 20th of October 2015] 
BRYMAN, A. (2012) ​Social Research Methods​. 4th Ed. New York: Oxford University Press 
BUEGER, C. (2013) Practice, Pirates and Coast Guards: the grand narrative of Somali 
piracy. ​Third World Quarterly​. [Online] Taylor & Francis Online. 34 (10). pp. 1811­1827 
Available from: tandfonline.com [Accessed 20th of October 2015]  
COHEN, P. C. (2004): The Idea of Pakistan, Brookings Institution Press, Washington D.C. 
DELEUZE, G. & GUATTARI, F. (1987) A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and 
Schizophrenia. Translation of: Mille plateaux, Capitalisme et schizophrenic vol. 2 (1980). 
Translation and Foreword by Brian Massumi. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press  
DETSIS, E., BRODSKY, Y., KNUDTSON, P., CUBA, P., FUQUA, H., SZALAI, B. (2012) 
Project Catch: A space based solution to combat illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing: 
Part I: Vessel monitoring system. ​Acta Astronautica​. [Online]. Science Direct. 80(6). 
pp.114–123. Available from: sciencedirect.com [Accessed on 20th of October 2015] 
EXPRESS, The Indian (2015a) 57 boats released by Pakistan to arrive Porbandar today. 
Express News Service, The Indian Express​. [Online] 23rd of March. Available from: 
http://indianexpress.com/article/cities/ahmedabad/57­boats­released­by­pakistan­to­arrive­po
rbandar­today/#sthash.Dqccjgs6.dpuf​ [Accessed 25th of November 2015] 
EXPRESS, The Indian (2015b) Pakistan arrests 27 Indian fishermen. ​Express News Service, 
The Indian Express​. [Online] 17th of October. Available from: 
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india­news­india/pakistan­arrests­27­indian­fishermen­
2/​ [Accessed 25th of November 2015]  
THE NEW INDIAN EXPRESS (2015) Don't Arrest Fishermen, Says WFFP. ​The New Indian 
Express​. [Online] 20th of July. Available from: 
28 
 http://www.newindianexpress.com/states/tamil_nadu/Dont­Arrest­Fishermen­Says­WFFP/20
15/07/20/article2929997.ece​ [Accessed 25th of November 2015]  
FLYVBJERG, B. (2006) Five Misunderstandings About Case­Study Research. ​Qualitative 
Inquiry.​ [Online]. Sage Publications.​ 12(2) pp.219­245. Available from: 
http://arxiv.org/pdf/1304.1186.pdf​ [Accessed 12th of December 2015] 
FLYVBJERG B. (2009) Samfundsvidenskab som virker. Hvorfor samfundsforskning fejler, 
og hvordan man får den til at lykkes igen. Denmark: Akademisk Forlag 
FUND FOR PEACE (2014) ​The World’s Ten Most Fragile States in 2014 ​[Online] Avaiable 
from: ​http://library.fundforpeace.org/fsi14­fragile10​ [Accessed 12th December 2015]  
GLASER, S.M. et al. (2015) Securing Somali Fisheries. Denver: One Earth Future 
Foundation. [Online] Avaible from: ​http://securefisheries.org/report/securing­somali­fisheries 
[Accessed 8th December 2015]   
GRID­ARENDAL (2014) Background to UNCLOS. Grid­Arendal. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.continentalshelf.org/about/1143.aspx​ [Accessed 16th of December 2015] 
GUPTA, C., SHARMA, M. (2004) Coastal Conflict between India and Pakistan. ​Economic 
and Political Weekly. ​[Online]. Jstor. 39 (27) pp. 3005­3015. Available from: ​www.jstor.org 
[Accessed 25th of November 2015] 
INDIATODAY (2012) India, Pakistan fail to make headway on Sir Creek. ​Indiatoday 
[Online]. 19th of June. Available from:  
http://indiatoday.intoday.in/story/india­pakistan­fail­to­make­headway­on­sir­creek/1/201428
.html​ [Accessed on 10th of December 2015] 
JESSEN, M. (2013) Hvem bestemmer over det åbne hav. Baggrund [Online] 17th March. 
Available from: ​http://baggrund.com/hvem­bestemmer­over­det­aabne­hav/​ [Accessed: 20th 
November 2015].  
LYSEN, F., PISTERS, P. (2012) Introduction: The Smooth and the Striated. ​Deleuze Studies​. 
[Online]. University of Amsterdam. 6.1 (2012). pp.1­5. Copyright Edinburgh University. 
Available from: ​http://dare.uva.nl/document/2/107974​ [Accessed on 20th of October 2015] 
NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC NEWS (2010) Modern Pirates Terrorize Seas With Guns and 
Grenades. ​National Geographic. ​[Online] 28th of October. Available from:  
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2006/07/060706­modern­pirates_2.html​ [Accessed 
19th of December 2015] 
NEUMANN, T. & SALOMON, T. R. (2012) Fishing in Troubled Waters ­ Somalia’s 
Maritime Zones and the Case for Reinterpretation. ​American Society of International Law​. 
[Online]. ​ Insights.​ 16(9) ( March 2012). Available from: asil.org [Accessed 1st of December 
2015] 
OPEN DEMOCRACY (2013) Territorial map of the world. ​Open Democracy. ​[Online] 7th 
of October 2013. Available from: 
https://www.opendemocracy.net/rafi­segal­yonatan­cohen/territorial­map­of­world​ [Accessed 
10th of November 2015] 
29 
 OXFORD REFERENCE (2015) Overview: Reterritorialization. ​Oxford Reference. ​[Online] 
No date of publishing mentioned. Available from: 
http://www.oxfordreference.com.molly.ruc.dk/view/10.1093/oi/authority.2011080310041657
5​ [Accessed 17th of December 2015] 
PAULY, D. ET AL. (2013) China’s distant­water fisheries in the 21st century. ​Fish and 
Fisheries. ​[Online]. Wiley. 2014(15). pp.474–488. Available from: 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/faf.12032/epdf​ [Accessed 17th of October 2015] 
PETROSSIAN, G. (2014) Preventing illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing: A 
situational approach. ​Elsevier: Biological Conservation​. [Online]. Science Direct. 189 
(2015). pp.39­48. Available from: sciencedirect.com [Accessed on 20th of October 2015] 
SCHOLTENS, J.  &  BAVINCK, M. (2014) Lessons for legal pluralism: investigating the 
challenges of transboundary fisheries governance.​ Current Opinion in Environmental 
Sustainability ​[Online].​ Science Direct. 2014 (11) pp.10­18. Available from: 
sciencedirect.com [Accessed on 20th of October 2015] 
SCHOLTENS, J. (2015) Limits to the Governability of Transboundary Fisheries: 
Implications for Small­Scale Fishers in Northern Sri Lanka and Beyond in JENTOFT, S. & 
CHUENPAGDEE, R. (Eds) ​Interactive Governance for Small­Scale Fisheries​. Chapter: 27 
(pp.515­536 or 1­20 in pdf version). Springer International Publishing / MARE Publication 
Series 
SUMAILA, U. R.  & BAWUMIA, M. (2014) Fisheries, ecosystem justice and piracy: A case 
study of Somalia, ​Elsevier: Fisheries Research,​ [Online]. Science Direct. 157 (2014). 
pp.154–163. Available from: sciencedirect.com [Accessed on 12th of October 2015] 
THÈBAUD, O. (1997) Transboundary marine fisheries management. Recent developments 
and elements of analysis, ​Marine Policy. ​[Online]. Elsevier. 21(3). pp.237­253. Available 
from: elsevier.com [Accessed on 20th of October 2015] 
THEILEN, J. (2013) What’s in a Name? The Illegality of Illegal, Unreported and 
Unregulated Fishing. ​The International Journal of Marine and Coastal Law. ​[Online]. Brill 
Online Books and Journals. 28(2013). pp.533­550. Available from: ​www.brill.com​ [Accessed 
on 20th of October 2015] 
UNITED NATIONS (2015) ​C​hronological lists of ratifications of, accessions and 
successions to the Convention and the related Agreements as at 02 January 2015. ​Oceans and 
Law of the Sea ­ United Nations​. [Online]. Available from: 
http://www.un.org/Depts/los/reference_files/chronological_lists_of_ratifications.htm 
[Accessed 12th of December 2015] 
UNCLOS (1982) United Nations Convention on Law of the Sea. ​United Nations General 
Assembly.​ [Online]. Available from: 
http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/unclos_e.pdf​ [Accessed 
22th of September 2015] 
30 
 VIEIRA, M. (2003) Mare Liberum vs. Mare Clausum: Grotius, Freiras and Seldens Debate 
on  Dominion over the Seas. ​Journal of the History of Ideas​ [Online]. Project Muse. 64 (3). 
pp.361­377. Available from: ​http://muse.jhu.edu​ [Accessed 20th of November 2015]  
VIVEKANADAN, V. (2008) Whose Waters Are These Anyways?. ​Transborder Fishing 
Samudra Report no. 51 pp.29­32  
WELDEMICHAEL, A.T. (2012) Maritime corporate terrorism and its consequences in the 
western Indian Ocean: illegal fishing, waste dumping and piracy in twenty­first­century 
Somalia. ​Journal of the Indian Ocean Region​. [Online]. Taylor & Francis Online. 8 (2). 
pp.110­126. Available from: ​http://www.tandfonline.com​ [Accessed 20th of October 2015] 
WOODWARD, K., JONES III, J.P. (2005) On the Border with Deleuze and Guattari. In: 
VAN HOUTUM, H., KRAMSCH, O., ZIERHOFER, W. (eds.) ​B/ordering Space​. Great 
Britain, Chippenham, Wiltshire: Ashgate. Also available from: 
http://henkvanhoutum.nl/wp­content/uploads/2013/05/borderingspace.pdf​ [Accessed on 20th 
of October 2015] 
 
31 
